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Abstract

Growing individual mobility has been a key element in the re-evaluation of the links between (national) place and identity in what has been labelled a 'borderless world'. In this paper, an alternative perspective is provided by exploring the ways in which discussions around travel are used to redefine the nation as a bounded, familiar and homely place.
In the first section, a number of key themes in the wider literature on ‘home’ are identified and applied to the nation, notably the idea that ‘homely spaces’ are imagined and experienced in relation to journeys elsewhere. This idea is then evidenced by a range of empirical data, which shows how individuals are often made aware of their own national identity and allegiances, when negotiating encounters with other people and cultural forms. 
In discussing the discomfort and uncertainty they experience in ‘foreign’ locales, the national home is defined as a secure base from which to proceed from and, most importantly, return to. Interestingly, these types of views were expressed by a range of social actors, ranging from college students, who travelled widely and with great enthusiasm, to retired people, who were increasingly restricted in their ability to visit foreign locales. 
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Introduction 

Integral to the average everyday life is awareness of a fixed point in space, a firm position from which we proceed … and to which we return in due course. This firm position is what we call ‘home’. Going home should mean returning to that firm position which we know, to which we are accustomed, where we feel safe (Heller 1984, p. 239). 

The significance of national borders has been increasingly called into question in an era of intensifying global flows, with mobility often being portrayed as a progressive force in loosening more parochial or local allegiances. While there is increasing evidence that journeys abroad enable travellers to create and maintain transnational connections (Marcus 2009) and/or critically reflect on dominant narratives of nationhood (Lee and Park 2008), less attention has been focused on the degree to which overseas travel may actually help realise or validate the idea(l) of the national home. In other words, ‘by being away from home, the things, places, activities and people associated with home become more apparent [and perhaps valued] through their absence’ (Case 1996, p. 1). 
Travelling abroad not only allows people to draw comparisons between, and make generalisations about, ‘us’ and ‘them’, it may also emphasise the importance of the nation as a homely place, somewhere that is both familiar and comfortable. Moreover, it will be suggested that the idea of the national home, as a secure place to proceed from and return to, may be crucial in underpinning these movements, allowing individuals to manage their engagements with other people and cultures.

Home and ontological security

There is a growing body of empirical work, which suggests that a relatively stable home life is an important source of physical and ontological security (Saunders 1990, Dupuis and Thorne 1998, Kearns et al 2000, Padgett 2007). The latter refers to ‘the confidence that most human beings have in the continuity of their self-identity and in the constancy of the surrounding social and material environments of action’ (Giddens 1990, p. 92). To be ontologically secure, the individual must be more or less able to rely on things – people, objects, places, meanings – remaining tomorrow, by and large, as they were today and the day before. In this respect, the domestic home has been viewed as a key site of constancy, familiarity, safety, comfort and freedom in an increasingly complex and, sometimes, threatening world. 
For instance, Peter Saunders has noted the degree to which being at home makes people ‘feel in control of the environment, free from surveillance, free to be themselves and at ease, in the deepest psychological sense’ (1990, p. 361). Recent empirical studies have lent weight to this argument by emphasising the importance of a home as both a material and symbolic anchor for a wide variety of social groups, including established home-owners (Dupuis and Thorne 1998), public and private tenants (Kearns et al 2000) and those on the margins of society (Padgett 2007). 
Interestingly, they also suggest that ‘the psycho-social benefits of home’ (Kearns et al 2000, p. 387) – as a locus of autonomy, constancy, privacy and identity construction - can be best evidenced when they are absent or threatened and a similar argument may be applied to the somewhat nebulous concept of ontological security. Put simply, the importance of such familiar places is often brought home to us when we are removed from them. 

The meanings of home

Recent research has also emphasised the multi-dimensionality of the concept of ‘home’ (Moore 2000) and the inter-relations between different geographical scales (Blunt and Dowling 2006, p. 27), ranging from the individual abode, local neighbourhood, town or region, to, perhaps increasingly, the world as a whole (Ahmed 1999). As Sarah Allen (2008, p. 94) asserts, 

home is not a single entity assigned a static set of meanings or embedded within a single location or space. Rather, home has multiple manifestations in a variety of spatial and temporal locations and is experienced in various degrees and combinations of meanings that exist in real and ideal forms for one’s self and others 

In this paper, there will be a move beyond the domestic realm in order to explore the ways in which the nation is defined as a homely space, both in relation to familiar local settings (cities, districts, regions) and, above all, ‘other’ places. 
However, before addressing some of these debates in more detail, it is first necessary to outline what is and isn’t being claimed here. First, there is no suggestion that the nation should be viewed as a homely space for everyone at all times. Second, in limiting the scope of enquiry, there is a need to identify those groups for whom the nation might be viewed as ‘homely’, as well as the possible reasons why. 

The politics of belonging

The idea that home (however defined) should be viewed as a haven, a place of relative comfort and stability has been subject to some fierce criticisms (Young 1996, Moore 2000, Mallet 2004, Warrington 2001). Feminist scholars have argued that privileging such a viewpoint ignores the ways in which the domestic home has often been used to sustain unequal gender and class relations, while post-colonial theorists have focused attention on the degree to which established narratives of the nation have excluded certain, often racialised, groups (Young 1996, p. 164). 
These important critiques draw attention to those excluded and oppressed by some common-place conceptualisations, articulations and practices of home. However, in acknowledging these arguments, we also need a better understanding of what these processes may offer to certain groups, notably in an era of rapid social change. In the case of the nation, it also may help us explain why more multicultural or cosmopolitan perspectives are sometimes so passionately resisted. Therefore these exclusionary processes of home-making also need to be understood in terms of the social status, psychological stability and material benefits they may provide for some.
It is here that we can usefully reference Ghassan Hage’s work on the status and agency of different social groups within the national territory. Hage argues that those groups who are seen to be more national than others, because they possess greater ‘national cultural capital’ - ‘sanctified and valued social and physical cultural styles and dispositions’ (1998, p. 53) – are able to position themselves (and are recognised) as the arbiters of national culture and space. This means that they are not only able to access the material benefits of group membership (e.g. citizenship and welfare rights) but also define the conditions of belonging. In focusing on these dominant groups, we are then better able to examine the ongoing significance of the nation as a bounded, familiar and homely place.  
The next section offers a brief overview of the key features that have been used to conceptualise home, as a site of continuity, (ontological) security and material comforts. These discussions will then be used to inform our understanding of the complex ways in which the nation may come to be experienced as a particular homely space, through a complex framework of daily practices, symbols and institutional arrangements, grounded in familiar places (Billig 1995, Edensor 2004, 2006).  

Everyday practices and familiar places 

While the ‘geographies of home traverse scales from the domestic to the global’ (Blunt and Varley 2004, p. 3), researchers have identified a number of elements that underpin common experiences and meanings of ‘home’. First and foremost, homely places are seen to form the site of more or less habitual activities, where individuals know what to expect and are able to assume, with some degree of confidence, that such expectations will be met (Sixsmith 1986, Case 1996, Padgett 2007). 
This not only applies to everyday habits but also ‘material geographies of home’ (Blunt 2005, p. 506). These would include the everyday objects that are use to make ourselves comfortable in a given place as well as the wider social landscapes and symbolic systems individuals move through and/or engage with as a matter of course. By introducing a degree of managed certainty into our daily lives these material environments and social practices are crucial in (re)creating an ongoing and consistent sense of ‘reality’, at the heart of which lie our relationships with other people (Ley 1977, p. 505).
These routine practices, co-ordinated in and across particular locales, also provide opportunities for individuals to acknowledge their ‘shared’ status as members of a family, kinship group, organisation or (imagined) community. However, while these processes of mutual recognition might seem unremarkable, they are vital in making a person feel ‘at home’. Here, we can point to a second important feature of home, which concerns the desire for self-expression and belonging.
If other people fail to acknowledge an individual ‘as [a] legitimate participant in a given setting’ (Noble 2005, p. 115), this is likely to engender an acute sense of discomfort, with actions far more likely to be curtailed or modified if they are subject to critical scrutiny or challenge. Conversely, the validation of an individual’s identity through these complex processes of recognition not only provides the basis for social action but has also been identified as a key source of ontological security (Giddens 1990, p.97). What needs to be emphasised is that where this sense of recognition and entitlement is linked to a particular space, this setting is likely to be viewed as both materially and psychologically valuable. 
In relation to this latter idea, we can also point to the ways in which a sense of security and control has informed popular understandings of home (Sixsmith 1986, Saunders,
 1990, Dupuis and Thorns 1998). This is where the role of spatial markers and boundaries, and the institutional forces that secure them, come to the fore (Ley 1977, p. 508). Again, the importance of these arrangements can be evidenced when they are (perceived to be) violated, whether it be a home-owner faced with a break-in or the resident’s association bemoaning the influx of ‘suspect’ groups into a neighbourhood (Housel 2009). Put simply, homely spaces generally require manageable physical and/or symbolic limits if they are to remain familiar and secure (Crang 2001, p. 112). 

Home and away 

Alongside the important link between daily practices, familiar places and the confirmation of social identity, is the notion that homely spaces are understood and valued in opposition to ‘other’ places, or, as part of, what Buttimer and Seamon(1980) label as, the ‘dialectics of home’. Put simply, ‘the permanence of home as a place of continuing stability’ (Sixsmith 1986, p. 294) can only be defined in relation to those manifold locales that do not provide us with the same sense of familiarity or feelings of comfort.
In a similar vein, Duncan Case has identified two ‘dialectical conditions’ (1996, p. 11) in his analysis of how the domestic home comes to be defined in relation to journeys away from it. The first ‘routine/break from routine’ focuses on the tension between daily routines as, on the one hand, stifling and frustrating, with other places promising change and stimulus, and on the other, as familiar and comforting. The second, ‘separation/togetherness’, examines the idea that movements away from home may distance us from those we cherish the most and yet, at the same time, allow us to establish new (and potentially exciting) relationships (1996, p. 9-10). While Case notes that a number of factors may influence these processes, he suggests that ‘time plays a significant role’ (1996, p. 11), with the initial excitement or novelty of being somewhere / with someone new generally replaced by a desire to return to the comforts of ‘home’. 
Both these arguments can be tied in with Conradson and Latham’s more recent discussion of the ‘liminality of travel’ (2005, p. 290), which is particularly relevant to this work. Researching the experiences of Antipodean semi-permanent migrants, who often live and work in London for two to three years, the authors note how the potentialities of a global city are contrasted with the stability and routines of home. For the majority of these middling migrants, the Overseas Experience (OE) represents a rite of passage that is temporally bounded and will end with a return to the comforts of home, once those potentialities have been exhausted or, more likely, no longer appeal. 
There are two final points I would like to make in relation to this discussion. First, to note that the contrast between home and away is experienced both materially, as we negotiate the lay-out of unfamiliar dwellings, street plans or landscapes, and sensuously, as our senses grapple with the surprises provided by different smells, sounds and sights (Ahmed, 1999: 342). The role of the material environment, and the place of the embodied individual within it, is therefore crucial in understanding how and why people come to be/feel ‘at home’. Second, to emphasise the importance of these boundaries, home and away, us and them, familiar and strange, in locating and orientating individuals, both physically and psychologically. As Jeff Huysmans observes, such processes of classification are used to ‘manag[e] the limits of reflexivity’ (1998, p. 242) and require the presence of ‘other’ people/things/places in order to define who ‘we’ are and where we belong. Therefore, as we noted above, it is primarily through boundary-making processes that particular places come to be (seen as) identifiable, familiar and secure. 
Having briefly examined a number of common threads within the wider literature on home, I would now like to apply some of these ideas to the nation. In particular, I want to discuss how the nation is (re)produced as a bounded and, hence, knowable, place and why this might matter for those who largely take their own sense of identity for granted.  These discussions will then be used to provide a starting point for the subsequent empirical analyses. 

The homely spaces of the nation

The concept of territory is fundamental to the national imagination and it is this spatial dimension that marks off national from other related discourses, such as ethnicity and race (Fenton 2003, p. 24). Yet, as Tuan observes, ‘the modern nation as a large bounded space is difficult to experience in any direct way’ (1990, p. 100). Two of the most important processes that enable the national territory to be experienced, and naturalised, are; the recurring material features and ‘shared’ forms of knowledge and practice that connect the local with the national, and the identification of the individual national home in a world of nations.
In the first case, the centralisation of planning and organisation within national boundaries remains a key element in generating a familiar network of locales, institutions and banal features - traffic and other public signs, street furniture, building designs etc. - that form a largely ‘unquestioned backdrop to daily tasks, pleasures and routine habits … These institutions, vernacular features and everyday fixtures are embedded in local contexts but recur throughout the nation as serial features’ (Edensor 2006, p. 537/51). We should also bear in mind that in some parts of the world, including Britain, such institutional frameworks may offer significant material benefits, housing, income support, healthcare, for those who are recognised as belonging to the nation.
However, connections between the local and the national are not only the result of such ‘top-down’ processes. Instead, as Greg Noble has argued, countless individuals in a range of local settings contribute to the ways in which the nation is ‘materially embedded in everyday life’ (2002, p. 54). Conducting a study of households in the suburbs of Sydney, Noble observed that ‘icons and images of Australia’ pervaded these domestic spaces. He suggests that in creating a homely space within the domestic sphere, his respondents ‘seemed to be making themselves ‘at home’ in’, and demonstrating their commitment to, the larger social space of the nation (2002, p. 54-5). 
In making such an argument, I do not want to suggest that class, racial, gender, local or other differences are not important in shaping social relations but in many cases particular ways of speaking or acting do come to be defined in terms of the nation (Linde Larsen 1993, Lechner 2007). In this way, the ‘nation is not only imagined … it is also experienced as ordinary, familiar and natural – indeed, as homely’ (Noble 2002, p. 54).
As we noted above, the spatial regularities, practices and forms of knowledge that contribute to the (re)production of homely spaces are brought into relief when compared with other contrasting ways of organising social life. This is particularly true for the nation, where each national community can be defined in relation to a wider international system. Notwithstanding contemporary processes of deterritorialisation, national borders continue to place limits on the ways in which life is lived around the globe, with consequences for dominant (and marginal) groups that also need to be acknowledged. 

Nations in a world of nations 

Nations are defined relationally through both internal, in the categorisation of regional differences and allegiances (accents, local specialties, geographical knowledge, sporting rivalries etc.), and external processes, in terms of border regimes, mass media coverage, architectural styles, languages and social institutions. In the latter case, it may be ‘the plethora of everyday, mundane signifiers which are noticeably not present when [travelling] abroad’ (Edensor 2002, p. 51) that most effectively define ‘our’ nation.
What must also be emphasised is, the relative difficulties people encounter both officially and practically when they move across different boundaries. For instance, travelling across a county border in England is a very different process from a journey to, say, France, where official documentation must be carried, a ‘foreign’ language and new driving conditions dealt with and so on. The world outside ‘our’ borders often places additional demands on us as ‘we’ struggle to comprehend alternative systems and social practices, even where linguistic or other important cultural features may appear superficially consistent (Edensor 2002, p. 21-22). 
These practical concerns regarding ‘other’ places may also feed into the way we assess the risk of travelling to different parts of the globe, which are again generally defined in national terms. For those privileged groups that live within established, democratic countries, such comparisons not only recreate the national home as a safe haven, but are used to bolster arguments around the management of the nation’s borders, so that it remains familiar and, above all, secure (Blunt and Dowling 2006, p. 167-174). As well as these practical considerations, borders also matter in an ontological sense because they are fundamental in representing the nation (and indeed, the world) as a known and knowable entity that can be seen, experienced and relied upon.
Both these ideas go some way to explaining why debates over immigration continue to rage in the United States, Australia and Western Europe. It should be noted, however, that they are marked by a degree of hypocrisy, for it is generally the mobility of ‘others’ that is questioned as problematic. While ‘our’ movements represent progress, theirs generate uncertainty and fear. This fear and the responses it has engendered has been the subject of sustained scrutiny and critique. Yet the question of ‘our’ mobility, and how it may impact on the ways in which sociospatial relations are perceived, has received proportionally less attention.  It is to this subject that I want to turn, following a brief section on research methods. 

Research Project 

The research I undertook (2004-2007) was designed to explore the links between identity and place among the ethnic majority (white, English-born people) living in England. Questions around mobility focused on the following; where people had travelled to, if they had friends or family living abroad, whether they, or people they knew, were more mobile than in the past and, finally, whether these shifts were seen to be meaningful to their own lives. 
In total, 21 group interviews were carried out with participants stratified according to class, region and age. ‘Naturally occurring groups’ (Kitzinger 1995, p. 302) were recruited as a means of producing more informal discussions and there was a particular focus on investigating the ways in which respondents drew on shared knowledge and understandings to make sense of different issues. The small sample size meant that the unit of analysis was shifted from the individual, as a representative of a wider social group, to ‘thematic content’ (Lunt and Livingstone 1996, p. 92) and the possible range of views associated with a particular subject. Transcripts were then coded in detail in NVivo and analysed as a unit for broader themes, using Alceste. These findings were used to generate broad themes, which were analysed and reviewed in relation to the wider literature. 
In the following sections, these type of discussions can be used to evidence the argument that journeys to other places bring into sharper focus the idea of ‘home’ and why it matters. While the different ways in which people imagine and articulate the home should be acknowledged, the main focus here will be on exploring the extent to which a national frame of reference was employed to make sense of such movements. In order to complement my own findings I will also be drawing on data from other research projects. These will illustrate how the national home is flagged in two important ways. First, individuals, in discussing their own enjoyment of travelling, also emphasise the importance of returning to their ‘home’ country. Second, in the way that the homely space of the nation is defined as both familiar and secure, an ontological anchor in managing one’s, potentially risky, engagements with ‘other’ people and cultures.  
One final point is worth making here and that concerns the degree to which similar views were expressed by a wide range of social actors, including students, manual labourers, 30-something professionals, middle-aged parents and retired people. In discussing their own mobility, what seemed to unite all of these disparate individuals was a largely taken-for-granted sense of identity and place, articulated in national terms. 

‘Thank God, I’m back!’

In discussing travel in more general terms, my respondents, often recreated the division between the tourist and the traveller (Buzard 1983), with the latter being privileged as a more sophisticated and appropriate outlook. However, these more normative dispositions were not always sustained when people discussed particular examples of their own and others travels. The following extract, which features a group of well-travelled, thirty-something professionals, offers a good example of this;

Interviewer: In terms of … um .. moving around the world .. um .. a couple of you have mentioned places you’ve been to. Do you think that impacts on the way in which you view other people, and, if so, how?

Claire: I think you just mix with more countries, have a broader experience of how other people work and hopefully it makes you a better person. 

Elizabeth: I’ve become, I don’t know whether it want to say this out loud, a bit more bigoted after travelling because of going to Muslim countries and the way they treat women. And then they lecture us about the Muslim religion.

Therefore, we need to carefully scrutinise the popular idea that mobility, in engendering engagement with other people, challenges perspectives and broadens horizons. As Elizabeth demonstrates, travelling abroad may produce entirely the opposite effect, making individuals aware of who they are and what they hold dear/take-for-granted. In these cases, what we often find is that individuals draw on a largely naturalised national frame of references to make sense of these differences, so that Elizabeth draws a distinction between a religious ‘other’ and a national ‘us’ when discussing ‘the way they treat women’. 
Similarly, in the next example, we see how overseas travels, far from undermining national sensibilities, can actually (re)confirm the significance of the nation, as a site of predictability, familiarity and comfort. This exchange features college students, who again defined themselves as enthusiastic overseas travellers. 

Melanie: Yeah. I mean it is nice to go away but when, but when you come back it’s like ‘Oh, thank god I’m back’. 

Andrew: Yeah. 

Melanie: It’s the safety of hearing what you know. 

Lauren: Yeah, the safety, and it is that I feel very stable and y’know. 

Melanie: The novelty would wear of, there’s the excitement because you’re going away …

Lauren: Yeah, yeah. 

Melanie: …. because it’s different from the norm but if you lived there it would be like …

Lauren: No, I wouldn’t, I wouldn’t …

Shelley: It’s like when I went to Iceland, I went there for a month, in sort of mountains, you can, there’s no place in Iceland where you cannot see a mountain ... But then you just come back flying over England, it’s just green, it’s like ‘Oh, fields!’  

The first thing to note is that ‘here’ and ‘there’ are again described in national terms. Furthermore, the comforts of home are initially perceived through the classic English symbol of the countryside, which is compared favourably with the ‘foreign’ landscapes of Iceland. Secondly, the stability of ‘home’ is founded on largely routine features of everyday (sensory) experience, in this case, what one sees and hears. This, of course, ties in with Ahmed’s argument that ‘home’ is experienced materially (1999, p. 342), through routine smells, noises and visual cues. These routine features of daily life are only brought to our attention, and noted as significant, when they are no longer palpable.

‘It’s different from the norm’

The second aspect I want to highlight is that the excitement or novelty of being abroad is welcomed in as much as it provides individuals with a chance to engage with difference, generating a temporary sense of wonder or excitement. However, once the novelty has worn off then the prospect of returning ‘home to what is known can then be anticipated and enjoyed. This temporal dimension was a key element in the earlier discussion of the dialectics of home (Buttimer and Seamon 1980, Case 1996). In observing how movements away from home are important in allowing people to escape from routines and experience new environments and people, it is also important to be aware that this sense of freedom often remains conditional (Case 1996, p. 6). In other words, as time passes such opportunities are no longer viewed as exciting or beneficial but rather as a burden. 
It was noted above that travelling abroad often places additional burdens on people as they have to deal with a new language, currency, food, customs, forms of regulation, material environments and so on. Therefore, these travels far from undermining any sense of national identity actually seem to concretise it, as individuals first define themselves in opposition to foreign places and practices and, then, eventually find them wanting.
For instance, while many of my respondents categorised themselves as regular and enthusiastic travellers, open to new experiences and people, these engagements were rarely portrayed or envisaged as anything more than temporary. Andrew, a retiree living in Margate, summed up this position rather well, when commenting on a friend of his who had permanently moved to Spain.

Andrew: Well, I haven’t heard from him … and I often wonder myself, if he has done the right thing. Because it’s all, when we, like when … you go away on a holiday. Two or three weeks is quite enough. But to go and live out in Spain, I don’t think I could do it 

While Andrew enjoyed his holidays abroad, the lure of the exotic began to fade after only two or three weeks away so that he welcomed a return to the comfort of what he knew. It seems that dealing with the uncertainties caused by differences in, say, language, customs and institutional arrangements, which can be managed or enjoyed on a temporary basis, would generate too much of a cost over an extended period of time. 
A similar argument is expressed by a number of those interviewed by Karen O’Reilly (2000) in her ethnographic study of British migration to Spain. Those classified as temporary migrants (living abroad for weeks or a few months) tended to view Spain as a pleasant enough place to visit on a regular basis but ‘home’ (the nation) is seen as a source of stability and comfort, notably in times of stress. For example, Tom, a middle-aged male argued, ‘England has a welfare state and all that, and you know what’s what’ (2000, p. 95). Tom’s comment usefully points to the idea that the nation is a source of both material (the welfare state) and ontological security (‘you know what’s what’) and can therefore be contrasted favourably with ‘other’ places, which, while enjoyable to visit, do not offer the same degree of stability or familiarity. 
Perhaps unsurprisingly, those who travel for extended periods seem to be able to pinpoint exactly what it is about home – again generally defined in national terms – that could be relied upon and, as a result, is often missed. A second set of extracts will highlight this and, in the process, lend weight to the argument that sources of ontological security can be best identified when they are absent. 

‘A general familiarity with everything‘

The following example involves an individual, who worked abroad for extended periods (four months at a time). In discussing the trans-national locales (pubs, restaurants, shops) he regularly visits whilst working abroad, Jason also draws a useful distinction between these ‘thin’ places and home. 

Jason: It’s very predictable here. That’s why …having the choice of living anywhere in the world, especially for my job, I keep coming back here because it’s still gonna be here, my house is still gonna be here. People moan about the same things. I can put Eastenders on and pick up the story in one episode

In this case, ‘home’ is not only Jason’s individual house but a ‘thick’ (national) space that is predictable and stable. Moreover, this sense of continuity and hence familiarity comes from routine features of daily life. This includes everything from the way people talk about everyday issues to the fact that the form and content of popular television programmes are well-known and hence effortlessly engaged with. In contrast, the locales in which groups of generally ‘Western’ trans-national workers gather are specifically designed to answer their needs and provide a useful if ‘thin’ sense of self/place. 
Similar ideas were expressed by Western ex-pats living in Singapore, interviewed by Thompson and Tambyah (1999). Such individuals articulated a desire to engage with local people and culture but these narratives of openness were also punctuated by an awareness of their own outsider status and feelings of longing for ‘home’, as a source of familiarity and comfort. The following extract is illustrative; 

[What] you take for granted is just a general familiarity with everything, right down to what you would expect people to respond to in any given situation and also down to your general knowledge of the area. In your country, you grow up with advertising, you are used to the TV … and you just gain this huge cushion of comfort in local knowledge that you don’t even notice at the time (quoted in 1999: 229)

This echoes Jason’s comments by focusing on the taken-for-granted aspects of everyday life that enable the individual to move effortlessly through any given situation. It is in this sense that ‘part of the security of home is … knowing what to expect and that the expected is likely to occur’ (Case 1996, p. 11). What is also important to note here is that homely space is defined in both local and national (‘in your country’) terms with the media seen to be a key element in integrating the two spheres. Referring back to the earlier discussion of ontological security, it can again be seen that the routine micro-features and symbolic systems that underpin social encounters and familiarise material environments become increasingly resonant when they are absent. Indeed, the fact that these frameworks can no longer be relied upon produces a sense of anxiety and disorientation in relation to the new environment and a longing to return to more familiar surroundings. 
Attempts to manage these feelings of discomfort often result in processes of, what Kronsell labels, ‘homesteading … making and shaping a …. space for oneself in order to surpass the life of contradictions and anxieties’ of an unfamiliar place (quoted in Kinvall 2005, p. 747). For migrant communities living overseas this generally involves shared social practices - eating, popular pastimes, cultural consumption, worshipping, celebrating communal events – that are specifically defined as national (O’Reilly 2000, p. 93-102, Thompson and Tambyah 1999, p. 23, Marcus 2009, Beaverstock 2005, p. 263-4). 
A further perspective on the relationship between home and away comes in the next section, where being abroad is seen to make the nation a much more salient social category than in normal circumstances. 

‘When you’re in a foreign country, you stay together’

In the first extract a group of working-class men from the northern town of Middlesborough are initially discussing social divisions within England. Pointing, in particular, to the economic and political differences between the north and south of the country, they argue that the north, as the industrial heart of the country, had been exploited by the south. 

Barry: Southerners think they’re better than us.

Interviewer: You reckon?

Barry: I don’t know why. 

Neil: Well, they’ve shit on us over the years, haven’t they?

Interviewer: Like what?

Neil: All the chemical works, all the gas, all the crap, everything comes here. But they want our electricity, they want out petroleum, they want all the fuel from the north

Interviewer: Have you got anything at all in common with people from ….

Neill: The only time, the only time it amalgamates is when you’re abroad.

Interviewer: Right.

Neill: When you’re in a foreign country, you stay together. But when you’re fucking here, to be honest with you …. (Middlesbrough Group) 

A similar observation is made by a group of middle-class friends living near London, who had spent a great deal of time travelling and even living abroad. 

Alan: You can get people in the same city, Manchester, Liverpool ..

Esther: .. hating each other. 

Alan: .. Birmingham, London, absolutely hating each other.  

Jack: But they go abroad, they bump into each other and all of a sudden they’ve got this one thing that they can associate, they’ve got something they can link with each other  (Bexley Group)

These types of examples are important as they warns us against viewing the nation as a coherent and homogeneous unit, demonstrating the degree to which centrifugal forces operate within national ‘societies’. Having said that, it is interesting to note how a move beyond national borders is seen to undercut long-standing enmities so that national sensibilities and priorities become privileged. 
Richard, a teacher from Birmingham, puts forward a related argument. He suggests that being ‘abroad’ can often bring to the surface commitments to the nation, which might otherwise be ignored or denied. 

Richard: I mean, you, you can go on about how you’ve got no affinity with Britain but you could be abroad and hear someone who’s not British running down Britain and very quickly jump to defend the country, perhaps in a way that you wouldn’t have thought you would. It can lie very deep.

In all of these extracts, there is an echo of Michael Herzfeld’s (1997) concept of cultural intimacy. This refers to the idea that while critical debates between competing groups are acceptable within the boundaries of the nation-state, when faced with the scrutiny, or perhaps hostility, of ‘others’, then a united front is required to manage any potential threat or challenge. In the first two instances, it is the shared experience of being in an unfamiliar place, which brings together the different groups under the same national umbrella. In the second, even those who are, or, at least, claim to be, agnostic towards nationality at ‘home’ are more likely to define themselves in national terms, when encountering criticisms of ‘their’ country in foreign locales. 
Therefore, it is because the physical movement across national borders also entails a concomitant shift in status (from majority/unmarked to minority/marked group) that, in many cases, national categories come to the fore. This happens both in relation to one’s fellow nationals (I want to be with them / I want to avoid them) and the ‘other’ people one encounters. Of course, in the latter case, being categorised as ‘other’, when abroad, may occur whether one wants to be known in this way or not. 
Having examined how national forms of identification and organisation can be used to make sense of and/or manage the experience of being in an unfamiliar, ‘foreign’ place, I now want to shift focus by suggesting that this sense of familiarity and security may also be significant in underpinning movements ‘away’, notably those that are perceived as (potentially) risky.

‘Knowing where the exit is’ 

As Duncan Case notes, ‘in taking a trip away from home, people are forsaking the secure for the insecure, the known for the unknown’ (1996, p. 10). In the contemporary era, Western travellers, in particular, have sought to find authentic experiences of the ‘other’ in ever more exotic (and potentially challenging) locations. These engagements have been held up as prime examples of cosmopolitanism in practice, but what is sometimes overlooked is the degree to which they involve privileged actors, who are able to manage risks. 
This ability ‘implies personal autonomy ... The cosmopolitan may embrace the alien culture but he does not become committed to it. All the time he knows where the exit is’ (Hannerz 1996, p. 103). To highlight this argument, I want to reference the work of Jennie Germann Molz (2005, 2006), which looks at how global travellers perceive and discuss ‘other’ places. In analysing both online travelogues and interview data, Molz notes that many backpackers privilege a cosmopolitan outlook and emphasises the importance of openness towards other people and cultures. At the same time, their narratives involve a complex dialectic between mobility and home, which is most strongly evidenced in the way that they discuss issues around safety and risk. 
For these global travellers, risks are often ‘laid out on a ‘country by country basis’ so that, ‘home is imagined as safe, while abroad, and especially the developing world, is imagined as perilous by comparison’ (2006, p. 11). In other words, even these putative cosmopolitans understand the world as a taken-for-granted world of nations, where some countries can be identified as more or less dangerous and planned for accordingly. Access to ‘a rich store of financial, physical, social and technological capital’ (2006, p. 18) is, of course, central to this process. 
However, what I also want to emphasise here is that a willingness to visit such potentially challenging places may also be underpinned by the knowledge that one can return to a place of safety, once the novelty of being somewhere different wears off or if those challenges become realised. In these cases, one’s status as a Western citizen, able to wield a privileged passport and to expect the support of powerful institutional authorities, may be particularly relevant. Furthermore, it is the very act of travelling away from ‘home’ that makes the travellers aware of the significance of their own nationality, notably the privileges it bestows;

[W]e were talking on the train … about … how much even more appreciative we were coming back to the United States after travelling abroad

The more I travel the more I feel what it is to be Canadian. In the luck of the draw I feel priveledged (sic) to have grown up in Canada (quoted in Molz, 2005: 527-8)

In offering these somewhat tentative arguments, I do not want to dismiss such forms of mobility as unimportant. Instead, by examining the conditional nature of these engagements, not to mention the resources that each participant is able to access, we are better able to understand how existing modes of imagining, experiencing and acting in the world become tied up with these novel practices. 

Conclusion

The growing academic literature addressing the concept of home has emphasised its multi-dimensional character and the importance of attending to the varying social contexts in which it is articulated and debated. In acknowledging this idea, we must also pay attention to those homely spaces that become largely taken-for-granted, viewed as part of the way the world is (and should be). In this respect, it has been argued that the idea of the national home, reproduced through spatial / temporal regularities and situated forms of everyday practice, continues to operate as a significant discursive framework for thinking about and acting in the world, even in an era of intensifying global flows. 
By focusing on the narratives of members of the ethnic majority, this paper has explored the ways in which the idea(l) of the national home is imagined and experienced in relation to (journeys to) other places. It was noted how both temporary travellers and semi/permanent migrants discussed their experiences of travel in relation to the homely spaces of the nation, the latter being characterised as a source of comfort and stability. The concept of ontological security - a sense of confidence and trust in the world as it appears to be’ (Dupuis and Thorns 1998, p. 27) - was then used to make sense of the experiences of those who struggled to adapt in ‘foreign’ places and articulated these anxieties in relation to the familiar (national) spaces they felt comfortable in. 

Finally, it was argued that this (relatively) secure sense of place and identity may come to act ‘as [a] material anchor for agency’ (Wiles 2008, p. 123), underpinning the (potentially risky) engagements of travellers with other people and cultures. In other words, as well as accessing significant reserves of economic and cultural capital, Western travellers are also privileged in having a secure ‘home’ to which they can return to, if (and when) the going gets tough. 

Such an approach is important for at least two reasons. First, it refocuses attention on the ongoing significance of established forms of national organisation and belonging and seeks to understand (though certainly not validate) the perspectives of those who take their sense of identity and place largely for granted. It is, after all, members of more established or dominant groups for whom the (ideal of the) national home may be particularly important / meaningful. While such people may be more likely to support exclusionary policies and practices, simply dismissing their actions and views as prejudiced or backward does not get us very far in practical terms and fails to acknowledge the degree to which they are also trying to make sense of and negotiate the transformations wrought by intensifying global flows. 
Second, it enables us to critically scrutinise some of the broader claims being made about the impact of increasing global mobility and the ways in which it is often assumed to inculcate new forms of cosmopolitan relations. As we have seen, in many cases, these forms of openness are often conditional and generally predicated on unequal relations of power. Therefore, such engagements need to be explored with much more rigour in relation to the contexts in which they takes place and, in particular, the kinds of resources that different social actors are able to bring to bear (Skey, forthcoming). It is in this sense, that the idea of the (national) home, as a powerful physical and symbolic marker and ‘in an ontological sense … [a  key] place from which the world can be founded’ (Berger quoted in Back 2007, p. 69), also needs to be acknowledged as part of the wider debates on (global) belonging and mobility. 
In this respect, possible avenues for further study might include; investigating those features of the social, political or economic landscape that make particular nations more or less homely, the degree to which the same nation is defined as homely by different (ethnic, age, gender) groups and the circumstances under which established narratives of nationhood are challenged / sedimented as a result of travels abroad.  
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